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| am pl eased to present the second annual Arizona H ghway System Status and
Condition Report. This report is intended to provide useful information about the
condition of the State Hi ghway Systemin a fornmat that is readily accessible to
transportation professionals and non-professionals. This report was produced by
t he Pl anni ng Team of the Transportation Planning Division (TPD). The maps
contained in this report were devel oped through the team s Geographi cal
Informati on System There is a limted supply of hardcopies of this report,
because we are producing this report in tw other nedia. This report is

avail abl e on CD-ROM and can al so be viewed on our website. The TPD website is
http://map.azfmscom. The st atew de maps of Level of Service, Present Serviceabilty
Rating, and Bridge Condition Rating are clickable. Just click on the area of
interest and this information is displayed in nore detail. To obtain this report
on CD contact Lynn Sugiyama. Any conments, suggestions, or critiques should be
directed to Joe Flaherty or Lynn Sugiyanma of ny staff. They can be contacted in
the foll owi ng ways:.

Joe Fl aherty Lynn Sugi yama

PH 602-712-7172 PH. 602-712-6883

FAX 602-256- 7563 FAX 602-256- 7563

Emai | flaherty@dot.state.az.us Emni | |sugiyama@dot.state.az.us
Si ncerely,

Mary Lynn Ti scher, Director
Transportation Pl anni ng Division


http://map.azfms.com
mailto:jflaherty@dot.state.az.us
mailto:lsugiyama@dot.state.az.us
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| nt roducti on

The 1999 Ari zona State H ghway System Status and Condition Report
is t he second ef fort by the Arizona Depar t ment of
Transportation’s Transportation Planning Division to present
information in a graphic format that is wuseful to both a
prof essional and |ay audience. In the past, reports of this type
consi sted of nunerous tables, with a vast anount of nunbers. They
al so consi sted of graphs, charts and a few naps.

The Arizona state highway systemroute and | ane m | eage s are
6,619 and 17, 370 respectively. This includes frontage roads.
There are 3,945 bridges on the system The data that is used to
devel op various perfornmance neasures are coll ected throughout the
year and are stored in individual databases. These databases are
integrated in the H ghway Performance Mnitoring System ( HPVS)
dat abase. The HPMS dat abase is then incorporated into the ADOT
CGeographical Information System (A S).

The @S is a powerful tool that is used for analysis and mappi ng.
The G S was used for all the maps in this report with the
exception of the Bicycle Suitability Map. Maps of the state

hi ghway system followi ng this introduction show the 1997 Annual
Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volunes and the percent of
commercial vehicles in the traffic stream Follow ng these maps
is the Bicycle Suitability Map and a brief overviewof it’s

devel opnent

The data to develop the maps for Level O Service (LOS), Present
Serviceabilty Rating (PSR), and the Bridge Sufficiency Rating
(BSR) was collected in 1997. It is the |atest available. The
functional classification of the state highway system was updated
in 1997 as was the |level of devel opnment.

The Functional Cassification and the Level O Devel opnent (LOD)
maps are presented at the state level with insets where
appropriate. The LGOS, PSR, and BSR maps are presented at the
county level again, with insets where appropriate. A verba
description of the information being depicted precedes each set
of maps.

As stated above this is the second effort to present this

vol une and type of information in a graphic format. It is the
second edition of what is intended to be an annual report. W
have included maps that show the changes in conditions from one
year to the next.



1997 AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUME
ON THE STATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM
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INSET
1997 AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC
IN THE PHOENIX METROPOLITAN AREA
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INSET
1997 AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC
IN CENTRAL PHOENIX
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INSET

1997 AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC
IN THE TUCSON METROPOLITAN AREA
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1997 PERCENTAGE OF COMMERCIAL VEHICLES
ON THE STATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM
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Bicycle Suitability

Bicycle suitability ratings of nore suitable and | ess

sui tabl e have been assigned by the Governors Arizona Bicycle
Task Force (GABTF) to all of the roads on the State Hi ghway
System where bicycling is allowed. Characteristics
considered in devel oping these ratings were: 1) average
nunber of vehicles per |ane per day, 2) |ane wi dth including
shoul der and 3) the percentage of truck traffic to total
traffic volunme. Al three factors were wei ghted and | ane

wi dth had tw ce the assigned value of the other two
characteristics. Information regardi ng grade ascent has

al so been provided to bicyclists to identify steep inclines
along routes as an aid in planning tours. The Arizona
Bicycle Suitability Map devel oped by ADOT contains
suitability ratings and gradient information of roadways on
the State H ghway System

Approxi mately 47% of these routes have a suitability rating
of nore suitable. The map on the foll ow ng page depicts the
bicycle suitability ratings of the routes on the State

H ghway System



Map of Suitable Bicycle Routes
on the State Highway System
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